I (CS) recently attended a scientific meeting in Canada and was reminded of the potential replication crisis in science. To be honest, we are not sure whether 'crisis' is quite the right word, but we certainly understand the growing concerns of many of us and follow the need for more of the key research findings in the nutrition and health discipline to benefit from corroboration.
Undoubtedly, replication is a cornerstone of the scientific process and it is alarming that so many research findings cannot be reproduced. Possibly of even greater concern is the fact that fewer researchers seem to be willing or keen to even try to replicate their own findings or the findings of others. There are some obvious reasons why this might be the case including the large perceived rewards, in a highly competitive academic environment, of publishing only 'novel' findings, with those that publish on a particular topic first reaping a far greater proportion of acclaim and reward. Whilst the drive towards novelty and originality in research should obviously not be discouraged, the rewards systems that are in place would seem to encourage the over-promotion of one's work rather than taking a more cautious and circumspect approach until findings have been confirmed independently. Of course, this is a complex problem, which will require a multi-faceted solution that focuses on a different way for individuals, institutions, funders and those responsible for assessment quality in research to determine 'quality' and to provide and appropriate basis to incentivise the researcher.
I am conscious that as a journal we need to be part of the solution and not a contributor to the problem and a clear way in which the journal can help is to ensure that we do not contribute to the 'publication bias' that seems to exist across many fields. To this end, we have had the following statement 'Nutrition and Health will consider the publication of studies showing negative and non-findings on an equal basis with those studies showing positive findings' in the aims and scope of our journal since its re-launch.
As such, I am happy to call for replication studies of key findings that fall under the broad scope of our journal to be submitted to Nutrition and Health, provided of course that the quality of the study and the associated manuscript remains high. We need to make sure that we follow proper reporting guidelines such as CONSORT, STROBE, PRISMA and ARRIVE for randomised control trials, observational studies, systematic reviews and pre-clinical animal studies, respectively. These reporting guidelines are summarised and can be viewed through the EQUATOR Network website (http:// www.equator-network.org).
Why the need for replication of data? Well, nutrition is a complex and heterogeneous science. The basic material of interventions, food, by its very nature, varies to the point that significantly different amounts of minerals can be found in apples from the same tree (Wilkinson and Perring, 1961 )! The purpose of replication is to consider how nutritional interventions and observational studies can investigate different approaches (e.g. dietary patterns compared to individual foods or food groups within or across different populations with respect to variables such as age, gender and ethnicity). This is vital, as all too often in nutritional science we tend to extrapolate, with all the risks and biases which that may introduce, to try and apply meaning to a single study's finding. Whereas, by having series of studies with comparable methodologies, interventions or exposure measures, we can develop robust and reliable systematic reviews and meta-analysis, which in turn allows for greater certainty to be applied to any given set of findings. Of course, most importantly, this leads to more relevant and accurate sets of recommendations and guidelines. The key perhaps to both the original study and any replicated study, is a robust methodology, so that subsequent data is of a high quality, if not we are doomed to the 'crap in-crap out' relationship that potentially blights many systematic reviews and meta-analysis circulating in the nutritional literature, which would, in turn, potentially distort the evidence base (Barnard et al., 2017) .
Of course, our editorial team has a role to play in trying to maintain high standards, as do our authors. As always, we would like to remind our readers that any journal can only be as good as its contributors, so I would welcome submission of high-quality manuscripts from you, including those based upon the attempted replication of existing findings, across the wide scope of topics covered by our journal. We hope you enjoy this latest issue of Nutrition and Health and we look forward to your continued support of the journal. Happy reading! Prof. Craig Sale, Nottingham Trent University, UK Dr Duane Mellor, University of Coventry, UK
